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. After critiquing the usual estiaates of the 
iiportance of televxsiqn ^s a source of nevs« the national Audience 
for te]|.evi^sion news over a tvo-ve^ period is identified frca the 
'1974-1975 H.R« Siiaons study (which* tses a diary technique for 
gathering data).. Analysis shoved that, in th^.tuo-veek period, A9% of 
the adult pcpulati^ did not watch a single evening 
network-television news program; only 'one adult in four watched aore 
than four network news prc^graas. On the aiferage weekday^ about one 
adult in five watched network-television news, while four 6ut of five 
r*ead a newspaper. The audiende for network-television news' is 
described deaograpBically and is compared to the national audience 
for newspapers. People who use both jiedia and those who use neither 
are alT^o identified* and described. (Autbor/IA) .. . 
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The Mjrth. of Ttlerialon New 

If ther« im <me clala that* pervadM tha lltarature ^ coMunlcatlon reaaarch^ 
It la the dominance of talevlaloa as a source of^ Infonuitlon and^nf lu^e In 
the United States. A glance at alaoat a|i]| Issue of a reaearch ^Journal In the 
'field reveals one or sore atudiel of . television Justified by Its alleged ~ 

flgnlf Icance aa the apst Important source of/ Information for tvo-thlrds of 
the American public* 
ft 

This cLiUffled power of televl^lo;! Is ofte^ also the basis for Individuals and 

s who want to change tee relationship betveen broadcasting and the govern- 

J ' ' ' 

Efron, for exaiple, t after finding aasslve bias in televlaipif nevs — 

• ' / / \- ' ' 

a dal^ which others disputed^ — argyed that tht televlalon*s <fominance 



nessltated stricter enforcement of 



fairness doctrine. 



Sen. William 



Proxmire,^ arguing from/a slailar premise of television's influence, cbnclulfied 



that govenmental control of so potent a medium should be avoided, n 
an end to the saae fairness doctrd 



nding 



Most of the claims about the influence of television are based on a series of 

studies carried out periodically fbf the Hi^evision Information Office' by the 

^ ' - h / 

Roper Organi||tion.^ The coo^kmly cited figure that two-thirds of the American 

peofrle receive most of their /newflk^ from TV is baaed on responses to thi questions 
# / . - - . , ^ 

' First* I*d like to ask /you irtiere you usiially get most of your news about 
what^s going on in the /world today from the newspapers or radio or 
telmvif ion or magazine/s or talking with people or where? * 

/ " * ' 

The proportion of respondents who sention^ television in answering this question 



haa rieen steadily from^S^Z in 1959 to 64Z in the 1976 survey, tfie latest one 



-2/ 



publfhtd'by the T1.vi.lon Iii£o».tloi» Offlc. Th. full table 1. r.pro<^iic.d 
a. Appoidlz 1* ^ , ' . 



thU finding hia'Uen q«Mtl<m«i oii .ever«l ground., but the p^int t^^tint 
com* to .ind 1. that the que.tl«i allow, miitiple r-poni^. «hi^^X of the 
reapcmdenti-lienttoned televLlon, half (49X) Lntionad n««paper;.' aliA ona-flfth 
Cl9X) ■entioned radio. In all, .aoi average of 1.44 responaes^peV respondent war 



given. 



A second table (Appenfllx 2) breaks down the mltiple respoiases and suggests 
lower figures for all aedia. One-third (361) aentioned onli television and 

I. 

one-fifth. (212) listed only newspaper. About* one respondent in foj^ (23Z) 
n^aed both television and newspapers. The reulnlag 20X mentioned other con- 
biaatiohs of aBdla. If ope is concerned wlth^he pepfile iA the country who 
get news only f rosu. television — a adte realistic waP*o look t the potential 
power of the nedlua t»^ appropriate figure '.is one-tbird, not^two-thirda^ 



( WhM the atudy wm repliceted iHth . wmBll 

.nple of re.pondents who were directed to .cAect only one V^ponae, the 

relative lAportuice of television w.. reduceij^.^ 

/• 

i . • * A ' 

Beyond that, there are conceptual queetlon. about the u.. o^^ nblguoua phra.. ' 
like "get. act of." Cl.rke rad fciggel.^ 11. t five poe.lble^jieaaiM. o? the Roper 
phraae, ranging fto« frequency of exposure or tli^e dlaplacepent to .eif.-ireported 
^fluence or psychological gratification. When they ask«l reepondeoti to aiPM 
the •n>rtt" source for specific public affairs news Ctorlea, the newspaper was 
aentloned aore frequently tha^ any other source for all types of public affairs 



storlM, intenutioiialt natloMl^ stat^y county and city.. 



UmlMtmixJ has criticized the definition of "get moat of" neva aa the aoat 
cred^e or inflttential aource, ^rgulng that crc^ill^illity ef the aource of infor- 
jiation la aeldon the taaia on which an individual dilcidea to uae or not to uae 

J"' 



the aouroe. Proceeding fros thr-looae aaauvption puit behayioif ia nore a function 
of^the individual'a needs and gratif icationa thon.a reaponae to an environaental 
atimuliia, Edelatein asaerta that aedla ought to be eraluated in tena of*£h^lr 
paychologlcal utility to the individual i%ither than some arbitrary criterion auch 
as credibility. v^He inatructa respondtnta to specify vhich source of inforaatlon , 

la nost useful to theai in a apeqif ic situation 4athc!r >than the one they rely on . 

f * * , ■* 

soat or find moat credible, * ' - m'^ 



In a vide range of atudiea in^aeveral par-ta of the country and overseas, the 
situational approach producea^ findings that conflict with the Roper .st;ydies in 

two vaya.® First, the laportance of televiaion relative to nawapapera and aaga- 

( \ 

sinea is reduced severely; and aecond, the ka^ia on which inditiduala aelect 
a^ecific media ^/ariea from aource to source ^and situation to situation, but it 
seldom includea source credibility. Nevspapera are often choaen for their inf or- 
mation content or the reader ^s ability to determine the time, placd'and manner of 
reading. Radio la frequently cited for ita convenience and portabliity, magialnea 
for their depth of content and, to a leaaei^ extent, their credibility 4 Credi- 
billty is mentioned Infrequently and tl(en iK>re often aa a negative factor than 
poeitive: people may avbid a aource of "^inf prmation becauae they ^i^ard it aa^ 
lacking in oredihility, but they aeldom' aeek out a aource becauae they tonalder 



t 



it highly credible. , . / * ' 



Bdttlstttln required « respondent to deal with m specific sKuatlon end "to- define 
the criteria hj Which he or she evaluates his or h^r behanrlor In 'that situation. 
In contrast, the Roper approach, In the tradition of attitude research^ aasuses 
that behavior Is consistent across situational and that the attitude -'- ati affective 
evaluation of an*dbject across situations ~ In soae sense determines or InfluLnces 
the bdiavlor. nioee of v# ^vho have done any research trying to link general ' 
attitudes 'to bdiavlor knov hov risky that assuaptlon £s. > * 

It is possible that the real consistency is not' across situations but across 
people dealing vl'th the saiie situation, and that the actual variance* Is not aaon|( ' 
people but^ aaong situations. In 5ther vords, attitude researchers often assuae . 
that a specific individual* or type of individual will act, based on s'oae hierarchy ^ 
of attitudes and values, more or less consistently across a variety of situations. 
But it may be that tos^ individual? ^ or types of individuals respond similarly to- 
a specif icf situation on rfome bilsis other than- attitude. They might bdiave quite 
differently in a different situation. ^ Thrf research built on this fi^mssfork calls 
for the^vestigator tp define the sit^tlon explicitly to the respondent to ensure 
that the respondent ^is dealing with the specific situation defined by the- researcher 
and to udie certain the researcher know% how the re^^^t is defining t^e situation. 

As noted above, an individual *s^st«te8le^^ that he "gets most p'f •* his news^rom 
television or the newspaper or sane dther . source caA mean Spiral things. . These ' 
meaniiigs may or may liot be related to some generalized criteria of evaluation and 
may .or may not be related.-to his or her actOal use of mass me4ia. If media use 
^ere Tested to various criteria of evaluatioil ^ use most, rely on most, most 
bredibi^ etc.^° r- the dominance of^'televis ton ought to be reflected In behavioral 




- • -5- 

MASurM if Mdla use u veil. l%^iM npt. • « . ^ ' 

Out oi tbtt •oit inttrMtlng studies reported^ b^ Scientific 
Advisox^LComittee ott Television and Social Behavior — the faaous study, of the 
effects of television violence on children ~ invplved an jnaaination of the 
audience of pne of TV's nest violent programs » the evening netvo|)( news. The 
study, which, received little Atention i*en the full repobt 'i^ supporting volumes 
were released, iivolved an exaaination of 1969. data fro« the aai&ive, nationwide 
SlMons studie?. The studies consisted of two-week diary audi^ts'of «ost ■edia 
behavior by a national saiaple of more than 3,000 women awi 3;000 men. The . 
analysis, based on cumulative exposure to the early /evening network n^ over ^ 
the two-week period, showed that. half of the American public (54Z of the wfemen, 
2t2X|bf the men) 4id not watch a' single /letwork evening news program in the tw^ 
week period. Only 20Z of the men and 17Z of the women watched as often as six 
times in the full two-week period. 

/ ■ ■ ' 

Co«pibr«ble data for nawapaper ,lfeaderahl^) were not obtalnad, but the atudy did 
Mak about newspaper readarfchlp "yeaterday" *here yaaterday waa a waakday. In 
contrast to televlsidn news dewing newspaper readership was claimed by 90Z of 
the ifespondents. Oh the average weekday, according to tl\is study less than one 

American adult in four can be found watching the network evening news while about 

* ' • . ' ^ \ ' - 

nine out of ten can be found reading a newspaper. 

a 

\ ^ '■ ■■/•■■ 

A nationwide survey ot media use by the American Newspaper P^ibUshers Association 

' , • ^ } ' . . . 

12 

in 1971 included' a more detailed breakdown of television news viewing.^ Con- 
alatent with the Slnaona atudy, tha ANPA aurvay ahowad tl^t 271 -of' tha adult jpop- 
tiJ^tlon watchea televlalon news between 5 4md 9 p.«», the tl»e brkcket^hat 



includes the evening netvock news. But in addition 25Z watched after 9 p.B.» 
51 vatcbetf before noon #nd^7Z' watched- between noon and 5 p. a. ^ The proportion of 
adults who watched TV news at all ''yesterday'* }ras 48Z of a national sasq^le of 
1*1 714. The Btufif also shove^ th^t 77Z of *^e toUl saaple read a newspap 
••yesterday7**-a-f Igur* that-is similar to t h o se re p o rts^ in^ a nuaber ^ otk 
studies. ' . ^ ( ^ 



These two studies ln<ilcate tUat the audience for aewspspers on the average we^cday 
is considerably i|ore<than the audience for any television news — 77Z of the public 
vs. 48Z — and draskatically mori if only the major evening Mtwork news; is inclwfed 
~ WZ vs.. 22-25Z. . . ' * * 



Nielsen rating data indi(:ate*a level of viewing of eVtoing network progrsns 
nore^ consistwit with the ANPA figures of total^TV nms viewing, than wltth the 
Slnons sttldy. Aircording to ^he Israel- and Robinson study, Nielsen reported 
39Z of the households tuned in national television news during the period that the 
SiMons diary study covered. But. ratings — at least those obtained by Nielsen's 
meter Attached directly to the se^ measure only when the set li on, not how 
many people — if anyone at all H efe watching. 

' The. problems of getting people (to describe their own behavior accMrately are well 

i » . • ' ^' 

known to researchers, and most agriie that "measured of specific, recent behavior — 

' 1 • * ^ 

• yesterday's beliavior — are mbre accurate than generalized statements, such 

as self-assessteents of irtiat a respondent, "usually" does . . But there is some 

question whether we are even capabli of correctly describing what we did yesterday e 



;8 



' ' ' ' ' • [• 

A ikall but slgniflcaat study coLil*»ion^ by- 1|^ Surgeon General's Coaalttce ^ 
deelt with' the liiue.^^ Res^rchers studied 20 faiilles, • .tot«l of 93 Indl-* 
viduals, in the Kansas City area who allowed telfevlslon sound caaeras to be. placed 

• >^ * % 

in^thelf hoiiea for six days to vatch. them vatcb TV; One caaera vas .placed over - 
the TV set faclnif vievers; the other- uaa directed ^t the set fro* the -opposite 
side o£ the rooa, allovlng researchers ovtslde the hotte to obfene aeabers of the 
^ f sally In front of the set «d the aet Itself at the sane tla^^In addition 
respottdents filled oat questionnaire about thelr^imlia use during the six-day 
test period. Two parts of the study are pertinent here. i 

7J<h^ asked about the aaount of television they ^watched over the six-day period 
or the anotint. yesterday, respondcbta* overreported viewing by'40-50X coapared . 
with researchers' observations of the videotapes of ^tuajL vleirlng. Diary r^rts 
in which xespondents indicated their viewing of specific prograas. overestlaated 

viewing by about^25Z. Another useful'^analysls covpared ,the tiae the set was, tum^ 

? 

on with the behavior of the aeabers of the faally. Not surprisingly the aet was 
playing to an eapty living room a good deal of the time. yk)vi«s, (one of several 
categories of prograa content) 4iad the largest audience in the sense that people 
were watching 76Z of <the tiM that tj^^e aet was tuned to t^t type of prograa. 
Copaercials had the lowest viewership — people watched on^y 54. 8X of the tlae 
they isere on — a^ news did not fare auch better. At least one aeaber of the 
hoasdiold watched only of the tlae the set was tuned to neve. * 

All of this suggests that estlaates of tlie audience qf teltvlaioa news based on 
""Nielsen aetered saaples or self -reports of viewing yesterday or in general 
* aay seriously Inflate the actual audience. Even diary estlaates aay not ade* 
quately take into account the kinds qf things people do while watching: talklng» 



readllig^ leaving the room for abort periods, ftc. Clearly, watching television 
n^ does^not consist of giving one^a unlnteii^pted attention to the for the 
entire nevacaat. ^ . 



The notion ^at televlalon^ netta vievittag is a caaiial, paasive activity often 
{Interrupted by other activ|.tlea la alao supported by a atudy of the audience^ for 
the iapeachnent hearlnga* 1 While most of the research on the Watergate and in- 
peadment hearinga haa concWntrated on the ^plniona that were influenced And the 
people who did watch the televised heari1aga,^^lralao luportant to keep in'', 
mind that a gobd many people in the country did not watch very much (or at all) 
ahd did not becoLe psychologically or phijaicaliy involved in the drawn-out 
episode that surted wt|h the Ifreak-in at the Democratic national hea49ttarter8 
in 1972 and end^lt finally, with Nixon' a reaignation in 1974* 

A aurvey in Seat tle» (which has a slightly higher level of education thftt^thJ 
country as a wh(^le) at the time^of Nlxon*s res;|«natlon indicated that almost 
half (48Z) of a sample of 346 reSj^ondeo^s did not watch ^he Houae Judiciary 

« • " V j * ' . ' 

Comlttee hearings at alL and only one In f^ur (26Z> watched more than five ^ 
l^urs of the 40 daytime houra broadcaat live or the 40 hours of public television 
^peats in the evening. A series of questions which probed the circumstancea 
aurrounding viewing indicated that most viewers approached the h^ringa caaually: 
Hoat watched only a few tlmea and then for w hour^or less; most were doing 
aoMth^ng^«« at *^ngr time} and many said they wou^d atill be using mass^ 
media if t\ie hearinga had not been available. The authota deacribe the public 
reaponse to theae hearinga as '"casual survm^ance, gllsrpaea of the hearlya aa 
time and circgmat|picea petmitted, when they permitted at allf It* ia a picture 
of hia^ory in^^the making obaervad^by people on the run." 1* 



In 8u», there are two general objectiona tik the aaaertion that aoat of the people 
in the ^United Statea^et noat of ^helr neva «roa televlalon and that televiaion 
if the Boat influiential aource of information,, Firat, the credibility or aoM 
other generalized evaluation of a nediua ia not functionally related to the uae 
oi^ the Bedium^ Rather, eac h nedium haa certain characterltttfi»^ic h aake It 
tsaeful to dnfff Cerent types of people in different circuatftaneea. Asking which 
aource of information is the moat credible in general is simply aaklng the wrong' 
queatlon. - ' ' / ' 



The other objection t6 the assertion of the dpminajice of televiaion ariaef ffom 
various studies that show that viewing of televiaion news is Inconaiatent with 
the claimB that two-thitds of the i^ericati people pst moat ^f ^eir newa froBi * 
that medium. Both Nielsen ratings and aelf-reporta of viewing indicate that } 
expoaure to televiaion news is considerably lea«!^ pervaaive than etpbaure to 
newspapei^a, and both of these me^jsures tend to ovcMlitimate viewing. . The Siiauna 
technique of ddl^^iariea of media uae. (which appeara to be more accurate) over 
a two-week period auggesta that the Aajor televiaion. newa pjograma reach only a 
.fraction of the people reached by newapapers. , 

%ven without conaidering the conceptial p^rc^Claa o£ determining the baaea of 
i^la uae and influence, i^ ia clear that data on a^aure to variooa media 
ar^\inconaisten{^with the aaaertion of the dominance of * televiaion. It ia iflao 



clear that not^ enough ia known about the preciae levela of axpoautfe to vi^rioua 
^newa m^ia c 
vt^ia paper/ 



\newa media over extended perioda of time. It ia to thia problem that we addreaa 



' ' • . ^ . ' ' i • ' * * 

% • - i-^ Study Dtslgn" , 

.The anntuPb SijoepbAt irtudiel are ueeful deta bases for the^study of media use for 
* ^ '^ fefvere). reasoas.;;^They use a diary aethod for TV .use vhich seete to be the Bost 
, BCCWi^^JlfS^^^ * They d>ver three najbr news nedlm' te].evisipn, mag/izines and 



xievspapers (although the Masurement of newspaper readership is not as detailed 

or as complete as one vou^d like). Thi^y cover a longer tine per |.o4» ^wo.one-veek 

" • 'r^ / ' ; . ^ . 

period^. And they" are based on large national Samples .of abo.ut 6,000 respondents. 

* With a grant from the University of North Cardlina University Reseatch, Council, 
^ ve Here able to purchase the most recent ^Sianons study availab).% for publfc'use f 
(1974-^5) an^Kan^yse d.t in relation to several of the questions raised ebove. 
In particular, w vantedg;o upda*te the figures for exposure t^ television news 
reported by Israel and Robinson and, coBq)are 'television news vieirlng with nevs- 

. paper readership. - V - 



Data were collected over two separate sevta-dHy periods in Noireiiber,| trbm < 

5,621 respondent^ who filled out, a diat^r of aU network* televia3^Qn prograsis they^ 
watched and ind^a^ed for efch 15-ttinute segnent whether they gave the program 
<|^their "full attention," '^some attenti<^," or whether they were -^out^of the room."^ 
The sum of these three measures Was designated, as "total viewing." 

In addition, personal interview were carried out during ea^h seven«^y |ieri6d 
Vhlch deteninedv enong other items, the r^dership of a 'n^]paper' "yesterday" ^ 
where yeaterday was a weekday* Thus, for the- tiQ>*-veek period |^ we have'a^ detailed 
listing ot all xnetwor]!^ television progcallui watched, i,ncluding the leyel of 
attention paid to eac^, and the readership of newspapers for tiro weelttlays during. 



i 



'that ptriotf. «««t»«per readership va» coded foe the two days together m tero - . » • * 
«r Ofik i|«ir«p«p«r» two, three or more peperi. . The eutVey. «l»o included, fxtenslve . | 



inforaetion tbout the Individual reajwAdent and hitf or her hoitfdtoM. \ a . ^ ^ f 

, . • • • . . . . . • • - . 



,For purpoaea of this Analysla,- we drew an Interval aattple «f 20X o( the t^al, 
data aet, producing a working aaomle of 1.122 reapondent^ Tepr«<int^t*ive of thf 



/ ■ ■ 



American adult pop'ul^^^^?*. 



.Reaulta'- , " ^ ' " ^ 



Table 1 'flihows th^;Yotar iwimber ^£ eVenln; network Televitioa 'program vatched 
over the tvo-week period and the total nua^r to vhlch, reapondenta gave their ^ 
.fuii attentioa. It abould be doted that the f ifguree" r^fer to the nuaber of- 

• . 'fa 



Table I about heire " '•'^r^ 



proVamB watched, not^Q the umber of dayf on which evening network newrf progrm* : 
ifei<e viewed.' Resp^pdehta who watched tw^^ne'twork newacaata on^one day irould be 
- creditied' with watching^ progranaVj ' • 

"The reaulta of this recint nationwide aurvey are^draMtic toough to warrant thfii 
- % .iiphaaia:- . ' ^ ^' ' ' 

«" .» * ^ * 

In a twl)-^ek period, half (49%) of the Aaerit;an.aauk popo lation did nolT watch 

. ffLngle.' waning network ^elevtiiion newg prograi ; in that period, only oA ^erican 

* - • . , ^ - . • *' ' . 

• ^ . -^^y ^.ln fojjr (25X) watched more thafa fouV n eti^rk news prograM, . 

■ In a two-week period.- well over half (591) of the Aaerican a<felt pboulat^ did not 
, give their- full attention to a aingle evening ne twork televiaio»;B||te^roKraa; in 



1 

4 




0^ 
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that pTlod> only tme Amerlcaa •dult to scveiv iUX) gave their full MttjeAtlon to 
teeye then four e^itenink netnorfc newt prowaae * 

We ao aot have comarahle'tlata for'nevspaper readership, but the data available' 
are fcuffldent to provide draaatlc conti^aata. Over aoy i^^veekdaya In that aaae^ 
period^, one a^ult In lfour^(21|Z) rc^d one 'o:r no nevspaper; Xmo out of five nml^n 
(4(^Z) read two nempapers; and three out of ten adults (29Z) read three or more 



^ / newspapers . 



It ^ possible to calculate a aodel of television and newspaper use on an **average" 
weekday - by adding, all of the respondente who watched TV news' Xk or aore tlaes» 

half of those whd^atched seven tlMs» etc.» and by performing a slsilar cal- 

. • ' - . 

culation for newspaper readership?^ From this aodel» we^can estlaate that « on the 
average weekday » lesa t^ one adult in five (19Z) watched network television 
news while four out o^ five (80ZL read a* newspaper* 



In Table 2» ve see both total viewing and full attention to network nei9 by 
selected deaographlcs • The level of viewing is collapsed into thiree categories: 
none at all» one to four programs and flye or- more programs » ^ ^ 



III botl} measurers of exposure to television network news» the patterns are similar* 
Vlewjlttg is unrelated to sex or race; coimty slae and region of- the country are 
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Table 2 i about here 



modestly related; age» ^ucatlon and occupation are sl^lilcantly related to 
exposure to network news* t^eople whcf watch the network ^mws on television tend 
to be elderly — this is the factor which most clearly idesytif les die network 
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n«vt vicmri— 1m8 educattd and not working. Viewing is hMVlttt injson-urban 
countlM and in tha South. Similar pattajf4s ara.appartnt vhan^ve look at fijll 
attantton to vlairing although differancaa in county ^ize and ragion of tha eountr; 
disappear in this analyaia, ^ , ' 



DcBOgra|>hic characteriattca of teaders^ newapapera are ahom in Table 3, All 
of tKe demographic' and geographic ,ch^actj»ri8tica^re aignificantl;|^ relate^ ,to 
^pewspaper readership. The heavieat maders tend to hk, «en» people of middle age,' 



, ' ^ Table 3 about here 

* * * * 

.well educated, vhitf/in professional and managerial, occupatiirai, living in urban 
areas and in the East. 



The usera of television as a source of news tend to be old^r and at the lower end 
of the social and educational epe^^trum, while the uaers of new^apers are the 
opposite: well-educated, mltfd^ie^ged cosmopolities., But, tb^e variablea ilnteract 
in cdmplex ways, and the data also indicate that viewing .of telev^loQ newa^fon 
the whole, ia modestly but positively related to readerahip of neibpapera. People 
who watch network news also tend to read nlwapapera. Thia relet ionahlp ia ah^ 



Table 4 about here 



in Table 4. Of particular interest are. tlie people at tha ea^remea of thia hi- 
variate analyaia, thoae wfaid ,pay attention neither medium and thoae who pay 
itttentlon to both. Selected dcmographjlisa are ahown in Table 5. ^ 

^Of the four varlabiea included in thia analyaia, the one characteriatic which 
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J 

r % 



/ 



b««t IdehClflM the nen-^ewtyonsuMr .lA ag«. Al^st half (4a) gf th« people 
watched no televlalon news ^ read J «««wp«per le»ft than once a da^ or not at 

: ^"^^ — ' — r-" ^ 

T^le 5 About her^ 



i 



a ttlf 



^••y- *8«^ Thle^ group alap included a tdgher proportlokt of 
voaen, blacka and gnde achool gradual t 

coosuaers of both televl8le|[ news -and netiapapera, In contrast, tend to be 
heairy.y alddle-agfed and oLSer ttople, white*, faen and people with at least a 
high school eduntioQ, 



Discuftilbn 



It can fce argi^CKT that nevspaper readers are the cosaopolitea vhile Tievers of 
telei^ision nevs frequently live outside the eastern urban centers and are closer 
to the lower end of the social, educational and economic spectra; This is true 
^ to scfM degree, but thesifi dif f irenees are already well known and do not 1>y 
theaselvis account for the start ling. discrepancy between the Roper assertions 
and thi actual media behavior of t^e AMricaif public* 

• - I , /i 



Media U8« seens toT>e partly a ftmceion of-«lae and cognitive Ikills. Age is the 
fac^oi;, which aost clearly identifies .the fre<)uent viewed of television news, and, 

elderly, of course, Jiave t;he aost tiae available to watch television. The^ 
^4erly also tend on* the whole 'to be less , educated;^>fl^^re likely to have physical 
^q>airMnts, both £a|tors which nake reading dlfficuli. 



Newspaper readetil,' 'in contrast, are identifiable not by age but)by education..' 
Use of newspapers increases sharply with 'education < Ntwspsptrt are «n efficient 
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•ourctt Qf Infonation for individuals vlth'the cognitive tklllt to read then 
quickly, efflci^tly and aelectively. These akille, once acquired, atay irlth an 
Individual at least until latier lifA when phyaj^cal and aental deterioration begins * 
to* set in and reading' becones^aore' liffdensoM. 

Age and educatloii taken together can account for a large part pf the %^lvtWtit^% [ 
in Biedia use by various si^aents of J the Aaerican pppulation* Differences In 
the availability of nedia based on geography and urbanisation ^re also Inportant. 
But ifhat these rit^ors do not account for is the draplatic disparity^ between the 

' ^ . ^ . T ^ 

Roper assertions and the levels ol actual vievlng of/t'elevlsion^news,* 

Part of the {^roblea is^Jiililguous methodology. Part o( the problesi 

is a cosplex interaction of psychological and sociological^ factors vhlch InfJluence 

aedla use. Clearly, ve do not coapletely understand Why people use the nedla * 

^they do. But one thing is clear. The data cm* exposure tb telfvlslon nevs do tfot 

supfiiprt the claim of television's dominance. And as ve continue teseatch ^^^eam ^ 

m6re about why people use the media they do, ve',*do not aid our s.eat^ch qv acft^tlng 
> ^ ' \ ' . \ " • . 

uncritically the Roper claim that tvo^thirda pf the American people get most ^ 

of their' news from television. We should not perpetuate 'this myth of television" ^ 
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TAle '1:. Tptia-ViewlAl aittd "Full ^tcatioa" Vittring of Nttvork Iilw«« 



Utnbftr of Mtwork'neM 
progr«M watehfd oy«r 
tvo^wMk. period: ' 

1-2 

3-4 , 
5-6 

9-10 * 
U-12 ' , 
13-14 

15+ • ' • 



Xotal Vt«Wln& 
. (11-1122) 



48. 8Z 
16.0 
10.5 
• 8.3.- 
. 6.6 
5.5- 




. (1ITU22) 

' I' 

' *58.$% ' 
' 17.8 *. 

, ■ • 7;o 

.6.7 
3>7 
3.8 
. 113 • 
0.4 
t).8 



x3 



/ 



Td>le 2fi Charactefistlct of Vievers oi^ Televijioii Netvoric Nei^. « 



'Total "Viewing of : 
Total (1122)^ 

}lale (565) ; 
Fcnala (557) 

^, • 
' Age 



None' 



Doder , 30 yeazs (264) 
30-44 years (353) 
45-59 yvra (291) 
60V years (214) 

Education 

Grade sdiool '(102) 
High school (560) 
College '(460) ' , , 

Race 

White (1039) 
Minority p3) 

Occupation ^ 

Professional, aanager^ (238) 
White collar (223) ' 
Blue Mllar (262) < 
Not working (399) ^ 



OM*Four 



4§Z 


271 












28 . ■ 




50 V. • 

• * 


25 




63 4^ 


t , 

'231 




58 • • 


27 




42 » 


29 




26 


28 • 




34 






51 . 


25 - 




50 


27 , 










49 


27 ' 




5? 


24 


• 


44 


29 




55 


24 




• 51 


• 31 - 




46 


. 24 





Five * Prograafi 
25Z 



25 
25 



14 
16 
30 
46. 



36 
24 
23 

25 
24 



27 
21- 
18 
30 



p". 62** 



1 ^ 



p-.OO- • 



P".O0 
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Tab'U 2^ G^McUrlsUcs of Vleven rof Televisidb Zfofework (Coot.). 


/ 


m 

' i 


TotAl vlWlxig of: 

• 

Coucity Slse 

25 UrgMt natcos <598) 
* 150.000+^ < 306) 
35,00(H' (118) 
Below 35,000 (100) 


c * Uone 

54" 
43 

42 • 
42 


Ona-Four 

25 , 
\ 29 

29 / 
27 


FlV*f*rograM 

21 , , , , 
29 

31' p-.Ol 




•Region , - 
" Itortheaat (300) , 

Central X316) 

Soiih (286) , • * ' 

West' (220), * 
^ • . 


51 
48 
43 


* 27 
30 
27 

» * « 


' 22 
22 

^ 25 


P-.03 




• 

• 

Full attention to: 


. ' None 


Oa»-Pottr 


Fivaf Progri 


ana 


• 

. _ 4 


Total (1122) 

* • * 

Sax 

Maie^(5.65) ' 
, ,P<Sinal4 (J57) 


59Z 

' 56 
61 . 


' 28Z 

/ 

22 

. * 26 


• 1 A 

13 


P-.21 


• * • 


Age . . - ^* 
Under 30 years (it64) 

30-44 years (353) 

45-59 years (291) 

,M years* (214) 


74 
70. 
49 
34 


19 
. 26 
33 
36 


7 

• 6 
18 4 
3P 


P"»00 


t 

b 


Education 

Grade school (102> 
High school (560) - 
College (460) . 

" . <• ^ 


45. 
. 60 
• 60 


• 30 
27. 
?8 


25 
13 
• 12 


1 

p-.Ol 


4 


Bacie 

' White (1039) 
iq^rlty (83)'. 


•'58 
, 63 


28 • 

: 22 


• 


> 

pi.42 




Occupation ^ * 

Profaasional, managar (238) 

White ^ collar f 223) 

Blue 'eoilaB (2^3 « - 

/ Not working (399) 


56 
65 
62 
54 


32 
27 . 
. 26 
" 26 


ir 

' ^8 
12 

• 20 


J>-e00 


) ' 


Couftty size 

25 largest netrof (598) 
150,00(H- (306) 
35,000*- (118) 
Below 35')000 (100) 


(53 
54 

53 . 
, 54 . 

* » 


26 
3^ 

31» - 
X- 29 ^ 


- 12 • 
1*5 
16 


• « ' 
P«e68 


*• 
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Tid»l« 2: Charactctlstie* of Vicwen of Television network Rewe (Cont.).' 



FttU attention to: 

Kegl(ht - . 

Hortlkeaet' (300) 
central (316) 
South (286) 
Heet (22q)' 



None 



60 
59 
57 
56 



One-Four 



27 
29 
28 
28 



Fivef PrograM 



13 
12 
15 
16 



Pr.81 



*liiai>er« In parentheses refer to nuabctr of respondents In eschc group* 
**81gnificsnce levels are based on cbi square' test* 
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Tablt 3: Charaetcrtstics of HeuBpafter Saadan. 



Huober of nawspapera 
nad in tvo daya; ^ 

Total (m2) 



Male (565) 
Fenale (557) 

Age 

Under 30 ypars (264) 
30-44 years (3^3) 
45-59 years (291) 
60f years (214) 

Education 

Grade school (102) 
High school (560)* 
CoUege (460) 

Race 

White (1039) 
Minority (83) 

Occupation 

Professional,"* manager (238) 
.>jWhlte collar (2^3) 
'"-Blue tMllar (262) 

Hot Vorklnfe (399) ^ 

C9unty lUze 

• ^.25 latest netros (598) 
£50,0004- (306) 
35,000f, (U«) 
^ Belov i5,000 (100) 

:teglon 

Northeast (300) • 
Central (316)* 
South (286) 
Wast (220) 



None or One 
27Z 



25 
30 



40 
24 
•20 
27 



46 
25 
25 



25 
49 



19 
23 
32 
31 



26 
27 
28 
33 



24 
24 
— ^ 
27 



Two 
44Z 



42 
46 



42 
47 
42 
43 



■J 



38 
47 
42 



\ «. 

29 



39 
45 
43 
47 



40 
48 
53 
43 



42 

45 
43 
47 



Three or a»re 
29% 



) 33 
25 



18 
30 
38- 
29 



16 
28 

. 33 

i 



30 
22 



42 
32 

25 
22 



\ 34 

i4 



34 
31 
23 
25 



pa. 01** 



p-.OO 

P«eOO 



P-.OO 



p*.00 

P*e02' 



*Nuid>ers In parenthesei reftr fco ntaber of respondentt In Mcb group. 
MSigniflcnce lavels are baaed on chl'aquare teat. / 
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Xable 4: Vlevlng of Televialon .)ev8 by Readership of Hwapapers* 
Newapapera readt None or One Two 



if ^oeyacaata viewed: 

On^to^ilil^ 
Flw or more 



15Z 
7X 
5Z 



ThrM. or more 



20Z ' 14Z 
12Z • 7S 
12; 8Z 

0-1122. p'j.02 



Table 5:> Demographic Profile of Vlevera of T^levlaloo News and Readers of Newspapers. 



Hewspapers' read: , 

TV newscasta^^ewed: 

* 

None* 



One to four 

. . \ 

Five or more 



None or one 



UndeV 30 
30-45 yrs. 
45-59 yrs. 
60+ yrs. v 



42Z 
28 
20 
10 

31Z 
33 
15 
21 

19% 
18 
21 
42 



Two 



30S 
42 
19 
10 

20Z 

/ 30,- 
^ 32 
18 

13Z 
24 

28^ 
; 35 



Three or more 



l^Z 
41 
29 
11 

11: 
34 
33 
22 

9Z 
15 
43 
33 



irewspapers read:. 

TV newscasts viewed: 
None 

One to' four 
Ptve or nore 



Male 
Female 



Sex 



Uone or one 



43Z 
57 

50Z 
50 

47Z 
53 



V 



Two 



1. 48Z j> 
* 52 

55Z 
45 

43Z 
57 



Three or more 



... ^, 



5dZ 
42 

52% 
48 

63% 
38 



ERIC • 



24 



' • ' . -23- 'I ^ . , 

Table 5: D^aograpblc Profile of Vlevors of Television Neve and Reedere of llevspepere 



• 


Xt ^ m 






Sewpepera reed: 


None or one 


TWO 


. Thraa or w>t*| 


' TV nevsceete viewed: 

" Notae ' 


White 88X 
Minority 13 


• 

95Z 
5 


94Z, 

• 6 ■- T~ 


One to foifir 


/85% 
/ 15 

• 


96Z 
A 


97Z 


Five ot Bore 


86X . 
14 


95Z 
5 


93Z 
7 




Education 






newpepers reea • 


nonv ox one 


• 


jiiiFee Oft wKfTw 


TV nemcaste viewed: 

i 

None 

• • 


Grade achdol 14Z 
High achool 52 
Collaga ^3 


3Z 
" 51 
46 


3Z 

53 - 
45 


One to four 

\ 

V 

\ 


15Z 

44 

41 


lOZ 

56 

34 


5Z. 
37 

. ' '58 


1 

Five or «ore 

1 


19X 

%- .33 - 
47 . . 


14Z 

53 
33 


9Z * 
51 
40 
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Appendix 1: Sources o^ Neve ttom Roper Skirveye. ^ 

... - . , • . ^ ^ ^ 

* * *. * 

. **Flrst, I*d like to ask, you «hete you usually get mornt of ydisr news about what* a ^ 

^going on In the vorljl tdday ~ fros ihe neuppapersor *radlp or televlalovi or . 

riiligaslnea or talking to peoipla >or iihereT" — 

Source Of 12/59" 11/61' 11/63 il:/64 1/^7 11/68 1/71 llffZ 11/74 11/76 
■est news: Z X Z ; Z . Z Z "Z Z . Z r X. 



rTelerision di 


g — 




3o 






ov 


Oh 


Q3 . 




Nempapers 4^ 57 


57 


53 


' 56 




49 


■48 


50 


..47 . 


- 49 


Badlo 34 






.26 


4; 28 

•1 


.25 


23 


a 


21 




Magaslnes 8 

• 

People 4 


5 


6 
4 


"5 


7 

' A 


7 
5 


5 
4 


6 

4 


• 4 

4 . 


7 

.5 


▲li Mentions . 154 


157 




153 




1*5 


140 


145 


. 142 


144 


lionet, knov/ ,1 
no answer 

- 


3 


3 


3 


2 


' 3 * 

t 


1. 


1 






Appendix 2: Analysis of Multiple Responses » 












12/59 
Z 


- 11/61 
Z 


11/63 

• r 


11/64 
Z 


1/67 


if*-, 

11/68 
z 


1/.71 
; Z 


11/72 


uy74 

' z 




TV only * 19 


18 


23 


23 


25 


29 


■ -» _ 

31^^ 33 


36 


* 36 


N' pert- only 21 


19 


21 


20 


18 


21 


19 




- 21 


i 

Both N*pers and 

(with or w/o'26 
other nedla) 


27 


24 


28 


30 


25. 


22 

> 


26 ' 


23 


23 


H*pers and 10 
other nedia but 

not TV , 


■'^ll- 


8 


8 


7 


6 


5 


5 


4 


4 


TV and other, ^ 6 
■edla but not 
ii*pers \ 


7 


8 


— 6 


>k « 8 


. 5 


7 


5 


' 6 

•< 


5 


nUim other ^17 
than TV or n*pers 


15 


13 


* 12 


10 


13 


13 


12 


' 12 - 


11 


DK>HA 1 


3 


3 




2 


3 


' 1 









